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Figure 19-12Source Concentration and Mass Balance for 
Fluoranthene



LegendSource Concentration of 4,4’-DDE
Maximum

75% quartile

1,000

Minimum

Median
25% quartile

Outliers

10

100

D
D

E
 C

on
ce

nt
ra

tio
n 

(u
g/

kg
) Lower Passaic River

Target Concentration
RM2 to 12

Notes
*: Second River Results 
are used to represent

Mean ± 2 standard
errors

1

10

R
iv

er

R
iv

er

W
O

*

R
iv

er

C
S

O

B
ay

 
E

nd

nc
h 

m
en

t

4,
4'

-

Legend

are used to represent 
the SWOs. (see 
Chapter 18 for 
explanation)

Upper Passaic River
Mass Balance for 4,4’-DDE

U
pp

er
 P

as
sa

ic
 R

S
ad

dl
e 

R

S
ec

on
d 

R
iv

er
/S

W

Th
ird

 R C

N
ew

ar
k 

B
N

or
th

er
n 

19
95

 0
-6

 i
S

ur
fa

ce
 S

ed
im

Saddle River

Second River/SWO

Third River

CSO

Newark Bay 
Northern End
Resuspension (Lower
Passaic River)

Lower Passaic River Restoration Project September 2008Lower Passaic River Restoration Project

Figure 19-13Source Concentration and Mass Balance for 
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Figure 19-14Source Concentration and Mass Balance for 
Chlordane (gamma)
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Figure 19-15Source Concentration and Mass Balance for 
Copper
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Figure 19-16Source Concentration and Mass Balance for 
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Figure 19-17Source Concentration and Mass Balance for 
Mercury
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Figure 19-18Source Concentration and Mass Balance for 
Lead
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Figure 19-19Source Concentration and Mass Balance for 
Iron
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Figure 19-20Source Concentration and Mass Balance for 
Total Organic Carbon
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Figure 21-1Solids Mass Balance for Newark Bay
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Figure 21-22,3,7,8-TCDD Mass Balance for Newark Bay
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Figure 21-3Mercury Mass Balance for Newark Bay
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Figure 22-1a
2,3,7,8-TCDD Concentration in Blue Crab Tissue vs. River Mile
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Figure 22-1b
Mercury Concentration in Blue Crab Tissue vs. River Mile
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Figure 22-1c
2,3,7,8-TCDD Concentration in Mummichog Tissue vs. River Mile
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Figure 22-1d
Mercury Concentration in Mummichog Tissue vs. River Mile
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Figure 22-2e
2,3,7,8-TCDD Concentration in White Perch Tissue vs. River Mile
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Figure 22-1f
Mercury Concentration in White Perch Tissue vs. River Mile
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Figure 22-2Lower Passaic River Average Tissue-Sediment Ratio values for 3 Species 
for 2,3,7,8-TCDD and Mercury for the years 1995, 1999 and 2000
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Figure 22-3Lower Passaic River Average Biota-Sediment Accumulation Factor (BSAF) 
values for 3 Species for 2,3,7,8-TCDD and Mercury for the years 1995, 1999 

and 2000
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